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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 



The change in total population of a community fs an important indiw^ 
and social development df the community. This change serves as a^^^^ 
analyzing the economic gmvyth of a community. Also, it indicate^Jthe e^^ 
patterns and may serve to signal ^reas where future m^^^ 

addition, the level of population can^be used ^s a preliminary ^benchmarlc ta;^^^ the 
market for a specific good or service, the level of population may also serve as an indicator ; 
of the probable labor force in a specific rammunity.'^^ V- 

Unfortunately, for the most part, there are no comprehensiye,-,c^ 

estimates for.nonmetropolitan communities in Arizona except thpse repoite^ 

States CeriSjs: Of course/ the difficulty AA/ith census estirnat^ isCthat;there 

time interval between data points. Thus, in a rapidly dwybprn^^^^ such ^as Arizona, 

it is impossible to use census estimates for any meaningful rn^sure of population. 

The Office of Economic Planning and Development (OEPAD) has long recognized this 
problem and has in the past produced community population estim^^^^^ 
represents a continuation and extension of OEPAD's efforts in this area. ^ 

Table, t presents the results of population estimates for 67 Arizona communities for which 
the Community Development Section compiles community profiles. A range of population 
was estimated because the data on elementary school enrollments, postal boxes, phone 
cpnnectians, and electrical hookups, which was used to indicate population growth, was 
not defined in a consistent expi licit rrianner foFlMcfi^cb^timum^^ 

Thus, in a sense, the estimates presented in Table 1 can be considered community 
population estimates for each specific conimunity but in addition the estimaftes cannot 
help but contain population in areas immediately surrounding the community. Also, a 
range of .population is a more realistic expression of the state of the art of population 
estimation. For most communities, our techniques are not so precise that a meanmgful 
point estimate of population could be made; but this did not negate an estimate of a 
reasonable range of population. 

In addition to the population estimates presented in Table 1 the report also serves the 
valuable function of presenting indicator data for Arizona communities in a single source. 
(See Tables II through V). The researchers hope that this data will be of use to both 
private and public analysts. 



April. 1970 



Mid 1974 Population Range 



Apache Junction 

Ajo ' 

Arizona City 

Arizona Sunsites 

Bagdad 

Benson 

Bisbee 

Buckeye 

Bullhead City 

Camp Verde 

Casa Grande 

Cave Creek/Carefree 

Chandler 

Clarkdale 

Clifton/Morenci 

CooUidge 

Cottonwood 

Dolan Springs 

Douglas 

Duncan 

Eagar 

Eloy 

Flagstaff 



4400* 
588t 
625 
N/A 
2079 
2839 
8328 
2599 
610 

N/A 

10536 
1285 

14250 
892 
8140 
6417 
2815 

N/A 

12462 
733 

N/A 

5381 
26117 



6000^200 
6000-6200 
850f875 
800-825 
2000-2100 
3500-3600 
8700^900 
2800-3000 
800^50 
3200-3400 

15500-16000 
1900-2100 ^ 

2100(6-22000 
900-950 

10500110800 
7200-7500 
4700-5000 
625-675 

14500-15000 
1000-1200 
1700-1900 

7400-7600 

34000-35000 
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Table I Continued 



m 



Community 



April. 1970 



Mid 1974 Population Range 



Florence 

Fredonia 

Gila Bend 

Globe 

Gilbert 

Green Valley 

Haydert 

Heber/Overgaard 

Holbrook 

Jerome 

Joseph City 

Kearny 

Kingman 

Lake Havasu City 
Mayer 

Mammoth/Oracle 
San IVIanuel 

Miami 

Nogales 

Page 

Parker 

Patagonia 

Payson 

Picacho/Picacho Peak 
Red Rock 



2248 
798 
1795 
7333 
1971 
2998 
1283 
960 
4759 
290 
800 
2829 
7312 
7000 
700 

8522 
3394 
8946 
1439 
1948 
630 
1490 

N/A 



2500-2700 . 

900-1000 
2100-2200 
9500-10000 
4000-4200 
3500-3600 
1250-1350 
1000-1100 
-4900-5100 

400-425 
1100-1200 
3200-3400 
9500-10000 
9000-9500 

750-800 

10000-11000 
3200-3500 

10500-11000 
8500-9000** 
2000-2200 
650-700 
2800-3000 

400-450 
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^ Table I Continued 



- Community AprU, 1970 Mid 1974 Population Range . J/i 



Pima 


1184 


1300^1400 


1 


Pinetop/Lakeside 


2600 


^OO'OgOO 


.' • ' /-• .. ;■ -'. 


Prescott 


13134 


17000-18000 ~ 




Rio Rico 


N/A 


.750-800 




Safford 


5333 


5800-6000 


• ■ . • ■■' ; ■'.•.••V;v;; 
. "LV-.^C 


St.. Johns 


1320 


1400-1500 


. .. ■ •■ T ■■ 


Sedona/Oak Creek 


2022 


^ : 3900^100 


'■V .- • K 'J \ 


Show Low 


2129 


.0400 aooo ^^•^0^Js>>:o^ 


Sierra Vista 


17324 


26006-27000 


\ ' . 6 


Snovtfflake 


1977 


2306^2500 


^ j 


Springerville 




1306-1550 




Superior 


4975 


5206^400 


■ ' 


Taylor 


■\ .■■'888 


ipo6-iioo ■' 




Thatcher ' 


. :..-^2320- . ' 


: 2500-2700 




Tombstone 


■ : ; 1241,- ; 


1500-1600 




Wickenburg 


2698 


3200-3400 - 




Witlcox 


2568 


2400^2600 




Wiliiams 


2886 


2500-2700 




Winkeimani 


974 


900-1000 




Winslow 


8066 


8300:8500 




Yuma 


29007 


33000-34000 





* 1971 estimate 

** Includes 2600 construction workers and their femilies. 

Source: Community Development Section and Planning Division/ Office of Economic 
Planning and Development, State of Arizona. 



PAST STUD I ES AND M AJO R 
DIFFERENCES OF THE 
IRRESENT STUDY> " 



^RoptationistimatidnJ^ 

^regression ; techniques^ a^^ ^qri cpmrnunity:; pp 

itteterogeneousinattire 

statirtical iquality , of the estimates was .rather' pb^^ 3 ' . 

a resiilt oWhis find^ a more sirhplistic approach Iwas followed which Simply involved 
^multiplying the ratio ofvSl^ZO^poRiJ 
^Kpokups'of^^a year fbr^w 
^tiiis' lapprpach^rb 
seh/ice territbiy W 

that all hookup data in ^a. community, seivecl .by multiple electrical suppliers be collected. 

-TKe preterit" 
methbdi of ertimating popu 
reasons: Firet, after:the culmihati6n;:6^^^^ 

some communities' populiation levels had either been isigriificantly^over^^ 

Usually, this inaccuracy was traced: to: inadequate d 

dases/ hookups in communities- with multiple^^sUfDpliers were^^^ 

hookups of a general service area were inappropriateiyjidentified as being;:in a icommumty 
which in fact they were not Secondly, the scope of the_present report was^^^n^ 
than OEPAD's earlier efforts. The present study -reports popula^^^ 
communities for which the Community Development Section compiles community profiles. 
For many of these communities thefe were no electrical hookup data ayailable. Due to 
the data accuracy problems encountered in OEPAD's earlier efforts at community 
population estimation and the enlarged scope of the present study, the researchers did 
not feel that the utility hookups per person approach was adequate. Instead, several other 
indicators of population were used as cross checks for the electrical hookups approach. 
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METHODOLOGY 



The methods used for the population estimates pfythis report^^^^ 

they involved com putinig a ratio of ■1970 population to a 1970 population indicator and • 
then in turn multiplying the resultant persons peri indicator times the^974^^v^ 
specific indicator. The population indicators used in the study and their data sources are- 
listed below. ^ 

• Average' Daily Elementary School Enrollment (At 

for school year 1973-1974, see Table |l), ; / 

• Postal Boxes (United-^States Postal Service, as of July 1973, rse^^^^T^^ 

• Residential Phone Connections (Mountain Bell Gompany; as oif;Miarch 1974^^^^^ 

IV), ' \ ' . . . - ^ ■■■ ;;r;/;.;;r:V;7^I 

- • and Electrical Hookups (Anzona Public Seivice^ Com 
see Table V). 

Attempts were made to collect data for all^fpur of; th^ 
community; However; this proved; impossiW 
data was not available or was impossiblelto^dis^^ 
example, postal dropi data were- not recorded' fq^^ 
in 1970; Thus;- a population ito 'p^ 
Postal Service data did reciird the; numbier ;of ; p 
data could be used to estimate the pppulatip 
electrical hookups and phone connections data we^^^ 

Another problem encountered in collectipji of ^he;;i^ 

areas from which the data were collected w^ 

data was not available -for exactly;^ 

was partially overcpme by simply ;imputing^^^ u 

on basis of indicator data from 1973.) , V ' ''-^'-^ '^'^r^^ 

A rather eclectic approach was followed in calculation of the fihaj estima^^^^ 
because of the unavailability of some^indicatbr data and the heterocjenTO^^ 
and time frames of the data collected^ The followingc^eps^^^ 
the final population estimates: , ' 7 < >-^f'% 

1. Separate population estimates were generated for each community based upon c 
the available; indicator data fpr a specific corrtmunity.;^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^; 

2. The independent population estimates were manipulated by taking all possible: 
combinations of the estimates and averaging them. The result of steps 1 and 
2 was to establish an array of possiWe population estimates for e 
community. 

3. Next, a community population estimate was generated for each community 
assuming it grew at the same rate of growth since 1970 

the community was located. f Preliminary 1974 county 



purpose, (See Table VI.) The QES based population estimate was then 
compared to the array of possible population estim^ 

'^""^ 1 and 2. - --^ , ^- - / - 

: 4^ The specification of a reasonable range of population was cbm an 
- evaluation of all the independent estimates in llght-of speciaL circumstances 
. ..of some communities such as large temporary. construction projects* nearby. 

5, Finally, the population^ estimffte^^^^ 

county were compared to DES county pcipulation^stimates and' were found 
\ " not to be inconsistent. " ' "r . / *' /I; * ^^.V > • ' ^ ' 

The result of the above 5 steps was a range of pbpulatioftestim^^^^^^^ 

listed in Table 1. A range estimate was made because the indicator data' utilized in the 

study was not precisely defined to only encompass the city limits of a specific city- Thus, 

the^population estimates of Table' Idc^ 

immediately surrounding any specific commuhh^^^ 

honest presentatio n of the state of th e art of popu lation estimation:' :Rarely?t^^ 
data so precisely defined that/a realistic point estim^^^^ 

for most communities. For these reasons; the population range approach :was>th 
be the most reasonable. ' ' ' . 



TABLE II 



Nbnmetropolitan Communiiy^^^^^^^^ 
• r Elementary S 



.Communitv 



1969-1970T 



:1973^i974 ^ ' " 
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Apache Junction . 


.-• ,'-;:539--- ■■■",■' 




Ajo 


1110 . 


, •^\''v,';ib96-.-'-;' 


Arizona City . 


163 


''2 14'/' 


Bagdad 


• 453 


■■■"■405'-'-f 


Benson ■-■-'^ 


MB-';"': -" ' 


"■'y.,' r-v-reoo'" 


Bisbee 


1546 


1271 


Buckeye 


892 


"""" 836 


Bullhead City 


469 


659 


Camp Verde 


'j ■.' ■374 


448 


Case Grande 


2322 


■ 2732 


Cave Creek/Carefree 


281 


' 458 


Chandler 


^^.V 3018 


3711 


Clarkdale 


186 




CI ifto n/MorencI ; 


■-■,.,■1411" ' 




Coolidge 


1685 


.;;■•■■-■ ■;_£:;lioi;;-i'''-- 


Cottonwood 


734 




Do Ian Springs 


67 


.;..;V.-85. 


Douglas 


3049 


■;''■■ ,:;--.\28i2" ■•' 


Duncan • ? 


, . . 358 :, 


\;V;503;..',.;^ 


Eloy 


1431' ; 


.'■'■ ^^'^^ 


tjplagstaff 


■ 4673 




.■'■■Florence ^. ■ 


663 ' 


■ '■•'■■■'■:':•'■''■■' '■■^^75; 


.;;Freclonia': 


167 ■: 












.■.■■.■..:9, :■'■'■',■;,::„•:,■ 





Table 1 1 , Continued 
y V Cbmhfiunlty 

. f . ; (..;,.: .u: .- , ^ ■ > . ■. •■ . ■■ _ . 

- Gila Bend 
Globe 
Gilbert 
Green Valley 
Hayden 

Heber/Overgaard 

Holbrook 

Jerome 

Joseph Cii./ 

Kearny 

Kingman 

Lake Havasu City 

Miami 

Mayer 

Mbmmoth/Oracle 
San Manuel 

Nogales 

Page 

Parker 

Patagonia 

Payson 

Picacho/Picacho Peak 
Red Rock 

Pinetop/Lakeside 



1969-1970 

478 
1410 

781 

473 

522 

178 
1201 

186 

192 

996 
1991 

800 
1465 

122 

1859 
2518 

866 
1013 
93 

357 

261 
520 



1973-1974^ 

496 . 
1589 
1267 

740 

514 

168i 
.1163 

195 

176 
1023 
1951 

1361 
1462 
135 

2026 
2768 
1648 
1137 
77 
498 

212 
639 



O i 
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Community , 1969-1970 19731974 



Prescott 


2408 


2458 


Pima 


326 


334 


St. Johns 


337 


307 


Sedona/Oak Creek 


2408 . 


2458 


Show Low 


498 . 


583 


Sierra Vista 


1770 


2455 


Safford 


1418 


1450 


Snowflake 


828 


.■.•:;.,978;.!;:\ 


Sprin^ervllle/Eagar 




/' ^ 685' V 


Superior 


. 1060 




Taylor 


■ ' : 828 


;,_:',.:V:(-;;.97ft;''' 


Thatcher- 


, 545 -./ '.K 


^ ■■.'642.-,v 


Tombstone 


477 


■ ■■- 626^-'; 


Wickenburg 


• 365 


. •';,^.^394:■':.^ 


Willcox 


. 988 


;886=;<',-! 


Williams 


534 ^ 


. ''""""^:-' -:/.48i''^"-. 


Winkleman 


■ . :\, 996 




Winslow 


' "■'527; V 




Yuma 


5991 


,;J/.'';..-->W''5662 



* Average daity attendance In school districts} 

Source: Community Development iSection and Planning p lyision Office of Economtc 4^^^-:^^^^^^^^ 
Planning and Development, State of Arizona. - /' / 
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^„.. ...stable ,..m : „ ^ 

Nonmetropolitan Community Postal Boxes 

Community 1970 1973 

Apache Junction 3267 7775 

Bagdad 586 597 

Benson 1113 1356 

Bullhead C?ty 2145 2785 

Camp Verde 741 896 

Cave Creek/Carefree 777 1045 

Clarkdale 351 392 

Clifton/Morenci ~ 2653 2638 

Cottonwood 1099 1444 

Fredonia 228 300 

Gila Bend 620 720 

Hayden 507 510 

Heber/Overgaard 250 266 

Jerome 163 220 

Joseph City 134 151 

Kearny 1028 1085 

Lake Havasu City 1938 2765. 

Mayer 304 414 

Page 590 2150 

Patagonia 327- 405 

Payson 1028 1346 
Picacho/Picacho Peak ! 

Red Rock 229 232 



k'(iii»U.*iiA««;itLhl.--. .'<" ' .., • . ' „ 
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£z^---::— Table III Continued 



Community 


1970 


1973 


rill lo 


417 

HI/ 




Pinpton/l sVocirlo 
r iilcLvjp/ LpCSlvcalut? 


1 




f>t .Inhns 
wL« wwiiiia 




00 1 


OcUUIld/ waK Oiccls 






onow LOW 




1445 


Snowflake 


• 688 


743 


Springerville 


564 


570 


Taylor 


211 


295 


Thatcher 


878 


840 


Tombstone 


. 585 


660 



• Tostal boxes were reported more fully in 1973 than In 1970; t^^^^ 
of the jronimunities^ there are no,^ro 

Source: Community Development Section arid Planning Division, Office of Econoniic 
Planning and Development, State of Arizona, ; ; y 
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TABLE IV 




NohmetropoHtan Community Resldentle! Phone Connections 


Community 


1970 


1974 


Benson 


830 /.^ 


1208 


Bisbee 






Campi Verde 


572 


115i^^ 


Casa Grande 


2449* 


3713 


Ctifton/Morenci 


1992** 


2649** 


Coolidge 


1524 


1975 


Cottonwood 


1206 


2114 . 


Douglas 


3188 


,3894 


Duncan 


221 


512 


Eloy 


937 


1370 


Flagstaff 


5435 


7204- 


Florence 


538 


697 


Gila Bend 


.320 


382 


Globe 


3226 


4122 


Joseph City 


101 


179 


Mayer 


N/A 


N/A 


Mammoth/Oracle 
San Manuel 


1463 


2270 


Page 


335 


1708 


Payson 


424 


1247 


Pima 


254 


367 


Prescott 


4957 - 


7126 


Sedona/Oak Creek 


984 


1846 



Community 


1970 


1974 


sierra Vista 


3125 


7517 


Superior 


949 


1130 


Wickenburg 


998 


1368 


Williams 


526 


628 


Winslow 


1969 


2205 


Yuma 


9600 


12613 



* Casa Grande only, does not include Stanfield. 

** Phone connections for Clifton only. 

Source: Community Development Section and Planning Division, Office of Economic 
Planning and Development, State of Arizona. 




Nonmrtropolitan Community Electric Hqok-U 



Community 


1970 


1973; - . 


Bisbee 


2702 , „ 


J 3344'*» . 


Casa Grande - 


2669 • 


^ It'" * 

-^^ 3675 ^0.^^ 
420**** " 


Cfarkdale 


,540 


Coolidge 


1466 


1911 ' , 


Cottonwood 


1130 


' ; 2085»* : 

, . 


. Douglas 


3589. . . ^ 


,4675. : - 

■;/,1935.->; ^ 


Eloy 


1151; ;. 


.Flagstaff ^ 


6431 


10095 


Florence 


615 


790 


Gila Bend 


490 


856 


Globe 


2060 


3230 


Holbrook 


1272 


1435 


Kearny 


647 


801 


Miami 


958»** 


3530*** 


Page 


656 


1690 


Prescott 


5010 


9741. 


Safford 


1746 


J892*** 


Show Low 


563 


993 


Snowflake 


452 


623 


Superior. 


.1.440 


1490 


Williams 


.707 


1154 


Winslow 


2732 


2789 



•J - 



^x^i^n, , 
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PrelimiharY 1974 Population 
;: Estimates For Counties 
In Arizona 



County . July 1, 1974 Population Estimate 

Cochise ,75.400 

Coconino 62,700; 

Gila 32,000 ' ' 

Graham ISiOOO 

Greenlee 11,600 . 

Maricopa 1,173,000 

Mohave 34,300 

Navaio 53,800 

Pima 435,000 

Pinal 80,500 

Santa Cruz 17.400 

Yavapai 47,400 

Yuma 68,300 



Source: Department of Economic Security 
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1) Judith Storms, Summary Report on Small Community Analysis, ; Arizona Office of 
Economic Planning and VDevelopnrient/ August; v 197 

Population Estimates for Rural GommunitiesV Arizona Office of Economic Planning 
and Development, May, 1973, 




